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ABSTRACT. Baldwin claims that deep economic integration in Europe 
reduced the effectiveness of unilateral economic policy making and mem- 
bers reacted by embracing deeper international cooperation. Peshkopia and 
Imami analyze EU membership conditionality at a meso-level, focusing on 
its sectoral policies, and the institutional reforms in Eastern Europe by 
taking into account the conditions that the EU sets for each of them. On 
Symes’s reading, governments may tinker at the edges of the institutional 
framework in an attempt to improve specific architectural features to faci- 
litate decision-making. Jørgensen examines the role of the European Union 
in multilateral diplomacy. 

 
Baldwin remarks that the EU has seen rapid and well de- 

fined economic integration since the mid-1980s accompanied by 
equally rapid and well defined reform of its economic institutions. 
Economic integration makes governments more interested in inter- 
national cooperation. EU members have reacted to globalization by 
embracing deeper international cooperation. Enlargement is an indi- 
cation that nations faced with deeply integrated markets feel they 
gain control from pooling their sovereignty on economic policy. 
Baldwin posits and estimates a model that distinguishes changes in 
decision-making costs and benefits: laws are passed up to the point 
where the marginal decision-making cost just equals the marginal 
benefit. The equilibrium flow of EU laws balances the marginal 
benefit (demand) and marginal cost (supply) for laws with the delay 
acting as a proxy for the “price.” No causality can be ascribed to the 
correlation between the shift toward the union-of-citizens power 
distribution and progressive integration. Baldwin claims that deep 
economic integration in Europe reduced the effectiveness of uni- 
lateral economic policy making and members reacted by embracing 
deeper international cooperation. The institutional and political re- 
action of EU nations to economic integration provides lessons for the 
rest of the world (nations are likely to find their interests are best 
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served by deepening international cooperation on economic poli- 
cies).1 Saam and Sumpter contend that EU institutional reforms are 
far from trivial, as the recent rejection of the treaty establishing a 
Constitution for Europe by the French and Dutch electorate has 
demonstrated (all other treaties in the process of European institution 
building have been approved by the member states’ governments). 
Saam and Sumpter ask how these governments reach a decision on 
EU institutional reforms. They do not necessarily engage in coalition 
formation but in peer coordination in policy networks to reach deci- 
sions in these multilateral, multiple issue, multi-stage negotiations.2  

Peshkopia and Imami analyze EU membership condition- 
ality at a meso-level, focusing on its sectoral policies, and the in- 
stitutional reforms in Eastern Europe by taking into account the 
conditions that the EU sets for each of them. Peshkopia and Imami 
hold that because the asymmetric interdependence in EU-CEEC re- 
lations makes difficult bargaining style negotiations between them, 
those relations are characterized by either a tug-of-war between the 
EU and CEECs’ clashing priorities or by a coalescence of them 
(although the EU membership conditionality plays a role, that role 
remains secondary compared to the political will of the CEECs to 
implement reforms toward democratization and economic develop- 
ment). Countries who have received an offer to join the EU have 
already demonstrated a political will toward democratization and 
economic reforms. Although the EU indirectly influences CEECs’ 
reforms through a democratic spillover, we should not credit EU 
conditionality for the results of these reforms. The asymmetry of 
interdependence allows the EU to set the rules of the game in the 
accession conditionality. EU membership conditionality raises un- 
certainties that affect the EUCEEC interaction during the process of 
CEECs’ preparation for EU membership. The EU-CEEC negotiation 
process does not resemble a traditional international negotiation and 
bargaining process. Peshkopia and Imami build a series of hypo- 
theses that cover several situations where different interest combi- 
nations of both the EU and CEECs put their leaders in different 
interacting positions. International organizations’ functions are de- 
signed according to the interests of their member states’ leaders. The 
fact that the prospect of membership of the Balkans in the EU 
remains distant weakens the strategic effectiveness of the EU con- 
ditionality as an instrument of influence for the EU. States do not 
hesitate to implement reforms that do not have any domestic impact 
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but merely satisfy interests and needs of international actors and 
donors. There are cases when certain reforms might not represent 
any immediate emergency for both the EU and CEE leaders. Pesh- 
kopia and Imami implement a combined strategy wherewith they use 
both those techniques simultaneously. Rather than considering the 
reform as a whole, Peshkopia and Imami divide it into reforms 
covering different sectors and analyze them separately. The EU in- 
terests on reforms undertaken by a country that takes all too seri- 
ously its EU membership objective cannot be negative. Peshkopia 
and Imami consider EU interests to be positive on a reform when EU 
institutions openly and forcefully condition that reform, and consider 
the EU interests on a certain reform to be neutral when the EU stands 
ambiguous about the level, the shape, and the financial support for 
that reform.3 

Symes says that the term governance describes a shift to- 
wards more decentralized and inclusive decision-making structures. 
The governance system comprises a complex range of components, 
each of which must function efficiently and in harmony with other 
components to allow effective decision-making. The tensions be- 
tween European and national institutional frameworks hamper the 
development of effective management strategies for Europe’s fish- 
eries. On Symes’s reading, governments may tinker at the edges of 
the institutional framework in an attempt to improve specific archi- 
tectural features to facilitate decision-making. Participative govern- 
ance will tend to operate on national and regional levels and range 
over a much wider agenda. There are potential disadvantages to the 
greater involvement of stakeholders in decision-making. Governance 
systems are among the most visible manifestations of institutional 
frameworks. The term “institutional framework” denotes the range 
of institutions that together form the decision-making environment. 
There is a danger of certain organizations within management using 
their prestige and influence solely to further their own interests. The 
different scales of governance assume appropriate sets of respon- 
sibilities that will guarantee a strong measure of coherence between 
policy decisions formulated at each scale. Symes claims that the 
introduction of integrated management will at best imply (i) a greatly 
expanded but possibly less influential community of stakeholders, 
(ii) a new set of decision-making processes and procedures, (iii) the 
development of new management instruments, (iv) the dilution of 
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property rights, and (v) the codification of relationships between dif- 
ferent users of the sea.4 

Jørgensen examines the role of the European Union in 
multilateral diplomacy. The EU is increasingly engaged in multi- 
lateral diplomacy, actually playing a leadership role in some policy 
fields. The EU plays a limited role in financial diplomacy and a 
significant role in non-proliferation. an extension to more policy 
fields and more analytical dimensions would provide the compre- 
hensive understanding of the European Union multilateral diplomacy 
that the engagement deserves.5 According to Pollack, the study of the 
European Union (EU) has been transformed during the past decade, 
and three distinct theoretical approaches have emerged: the first 
approach seeks to explain the process of European integration (it has 
largely abandoned the long-standing neofunctionalist-intergovern- 
mentalist debate in favor of a rationalist-constructivist debate re- 
flecting broader developments in international relations theory), the 
second approach has rejected the application of international re- 
lations theory in favor of comparative politics approaches which 
analyze the EU using off-the-shelf models of legislative, executive, 
and judicial politics in domestic politics, and the third approach sees 
the EU as an emerging system of multi-level governance in which 
national governments are losing influence in favor of supranational 
and subnational actors, raising important normative questions about 
the future of democracy within the EU.6 Søberg investigates the 
quest for institutional reform in Bosnia and Herzegovina since the 
1995 Dayton Peace Agreement: public demands for reform are likely 
to be influenced by how the current institutions are believed to be 
functioning and by the public support for the current institutional set-
up as such. As Søberg puts it, the demands for alterations by the 
political elites of the different national communities highlight a 
continuing lack of consensus: although the Constitution allows for a 
revision, the political room for such changes is limited, and the 
challenge remains to provide adequate degree of autonomy of na- 
tional groups without diminishing the quality of democracy. Søberg 
reasons that the need to differentiate between the protection of 
legitimate national and minority rights and unacceptable nationalist 
demands emerges as a challenge with no easy solution.7 Mottas 
writes that there are plenty of issues which the European Union has 
so far failed to create a context within which possible solutions 
would be found (the Union has shown incapability to identity itself 
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in our contemporary world order). The present form of the European 
Union’s function cannot guarantee the needed quick and effective 
responses that a supranational organisation should take. Mottas 
observes that one of Brussels’ fundamental problems is the lack of a 
direct relation between the EU institutions and European societies 
themselves: the EU has to overcome its strictly bureaucratic 
character and present a different, more intelligible and more 
unambiguous democratic framework within which new progressive 
policies will be applied. Europe has to take decisions on matters that 
are of fundamental importance for its function and existence. 
Negativeness, pessimism and conservative obsessions cannot bring 
any political progress and do not contribute to the aim of a strong 
United Europe.8  
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